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teats are used in the scorable units. Teats must be fair to all soldiers
and feasible for standardized worldwide administration .

Test scores indicate an individual’s level of competence and hence pay—
grade or need for further training . Test scores also provide personnel
management with specific performance data on which to base personnel
decisions.
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• FOREWORD

Im p r o v e m e n t  in the efficiency and economy of individual
enlisted training , evaluation , and utilization is essential to
maintain maximum combat readiness of the Army , and is a major
concern of the Individua l Training & Skill Evaluation Technical
Area of the Army Research Institute for the Behaviora l and Social
Sciences (AR!). The present Army policy emphasizes performance—
based training and testing ; AR ! research has made possible the
development , validation , and app lication of performance—based ,
criterion—referenced SkiU Qualification Tests (SQTs) as well as

4 self—contained procedures by which Army/Test Development Aget~cies
can construct and validate the SQTs.

The present report discusses the SQl program , its princ ip les
of test construction , and the benefits expected in its utili za—
cion. Research was accomplished under Army Project 2Q762722A764,
and is directly responsive to the requirements of the Individual
Training and Evaluation Directorate (ITED) of the Army Training
Support Center , Fort Eustis , Virginia.
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CRITER ION.REFERENCED JOB PROFICIENCY TESTING: A LARGE
SCALE APPLICATION

B R I E F

Requirement:

Army training and personnel management requires job pe r-
formance tests that are fair to all soldz~’rs , feasible for
worldwide administration , and measure performance on critical
job tasks.

Procedur e:

Procedures for developing Skill Qualification Tests (SQTs)
were prepared and tried out by Army test development agencies.
The procedures cover assuring that the tests have content valid-
ity and verifying that the tests are accurate measures of
performance.

Results:

• Procedures for developing critet ion—referenced , perform-
ance—based evaluations of task performance . i 

-

• Procedures  f o r  d e t e r m i n i n g  a c c u r a cy  of the  t e s t s  as
measures of performance .

• Guidelines and se l f—ins t ruc t iona l  materials for developing
SQTs. The procedures are designed to assure that the
tests are based on realistic job requirements and that the
scores reflect successful task performance (that is, they
are criterion referenced). The general test content ,
therefore, can be open knowledge, and subsequent nanag—

• ement decisionmaking can be based on how well soldiers
attain performance standards.

— Utilization : 
I -

The procedures for constructing and validating Skill Qualifi—
cation Tests are in use for developing more than 1000 tests for
evaluating job proficiency in the Army enlisted force. The
guidelines and self—instructional materialr’ are used to train
personnel a~t the more than thirty Test Development Agencies on
how to develop SQT..
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CRITERION -REFERENCED JOB PROFICIENCY TESTING: A LARGE SCALE
APPLICATION

OVERVIEW

Skill Qualification Tests (SQT) have been developed to replace
- • Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) proficiency tests as measures of

ability to perform Army enlisted jobs. SQTs are performance—based , cri-
terion—referenced measures of job proficiency , consisting of precisely
defined tests of tasks, all of which are critical and necessary to
performance of the job. The criterion—referenced approach provides an
explicit relationship between job requirements and test content in that
job requirements dictate content of SQTs. The SQT development process
requires that tests be reviewed by subject matter experts and validated
on representative job incumbents to assure that test content is job
relevant. Test standards of acceptable levels of performance are also
based on job requirements and test content. Performance standards are
based on behaviorally derived absolute scoring standards , and are not
based on performance relative to other soldiers who take the test . For
these reasons SQl’s are justifiab ly viewed as criterion—referenced tests
of job proficiency.

A criterion—referenced testing system offers two significant advan—
• tages not available in traditional testing programs. One is that test

content can be made public in advance of administration. There are no
reasons to keep test content secret in a testing program based on
explicit linkages between test content and job requirements. Advance
knowledge of test content results in an equitable and open system.
Everyone has an equal opportunity to acquire proficiency on the specific
job tasks known to be included in the tes t .

The second is that a criterion—referenced approach allows personnel
management decisions such as promotion, selection , and advanced school-
ing to be based on performance standards instead of personnel quotas.
In more complicated situations involving the merging or splitting of job
specialties at higher skill levels, soldiers from differen t specialties
can be compared on the basis of their levels of competence instead of
their relative standing in the testing group. Criterion—referenced
testing of job proficiency has opened new opportunities for both training
and personnel management.

BACKGROUND

The Army has been using tests to measure job proficiency for over
15 years. These tests , called Military Occupational Specialty (MOS)
proficiency tests, were designed primarily to help personnel managers in
making decisions of vital importance to individuala careers, such as
proficiency pay ,  promotion, and assignments. The MOS tests were tradi—
tional achievement tests, consisting of 125 multiple choice items, each

• with four alternatives. The test content was related generally to the

_______________________ •
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domain of job performance , but there was no definitive logical correspon-
dence between test items and specific job requirements. Each item was
scored pass—fail; the total score was the number of items correct , and
the total score was then used to rank order persons in each job specialty.
There fore , at t y  r e f e r enc ing  of test  score to test content  was immedia te ly
abandoned.

While such proficiency tests have use in personne l management dec i-
sions, they did not full y serve the Army training needs. Because of
content limitations , lack of con’ - -nt—score correspondence , minimal diag-
nostic utility, and the long delay in prov iding feedback to the field
(up to one year after testing), Army trainers did not find MOS tests
particularl y useful for determining training requirements , measuring
individua l and unit performance , and defining training readiness.

Army training during this same period , especiall y in the late 1960’s
and early 1970’s, was undergoing a major revolut ion. Perforvance—based
training and testing , based on critical job tasks and criierton—refer—
enced standards of pet forinance , were being implemented in entry—level
training courses. Training objectives were operationally defined by the
performance tests given during the course , and tests were made public to
students as well as instructors. The content of these tests was always
directly relevant to the job. The tests themselves were used to drive
the direction of training.

Tests, because of their function in maintaining accountability,
are effective instruments in bringing about institutional change. Test
content helps implement doctrine about the way jobs are to be performed ,
and is hel pful in defining training requirements and standards. The pub—
lie nature of the tests helps focus attention on the critical elements of
the job, enables effective use of soldiers’ time in preparing for tests ,
and thus improves individual readiness.

So impressive was the success of performance—based training and
testing that the Army made the policy decision to change from the exist-
ing mode of job proficiency testing , typically referred to as “norm—
referenced , paper—and—pencil testing ,” to the criterion—referenced mode
of proficiency testing. These new criterion—referenced tests, called
Skill Qualification Tests (SQT), are having a profound Impact on the
entire Army community. The new testing procedures are forc ing training
managers , personnel managers , and research support personnel to rethink
and often redefine their functions.

REQUIREMENTS FOR SKILL QUALIFICATIONS TESTS

The basic requirement of SQl’s is that the tests are job relevant.
The test content must be based on job requirements , and the test scores
must be accurate measures of ability to perform critical job tasks.

— 2 —
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The tob relevance of SQT s is a s s u re d  h~’ b a s i ng  them on Soldier ’s
M a n u a l s .  So I d l er ’s M a n u a l s  conta in  the cr1 t it -a l job tasks , t he beh~iv l or s
r e q u i r e d  to  p e r f o r m  the  t a s k s , t h e  job conditions , and t h e  s t a n d a r d s
of p e r f o r m a n c e .  So ld ier ’s Manuals dcl In c  th e  jobs in t h a t  t h e~ l i s t  a l l
t he  t a s k s  s o l d i e r s  in a job  s p e c i a l ty  a re  respons ible  fo r  p e r l o r m i n g .
S ince  SQTs are based on S o ld i t ’ r s  M a n u a l s , t h e  SQTs ar t S job  r e l e v a n t .

PER FORMANC F INF ORMAT ION FOR TRA 1 N IN C AND PERSONNEL MA~ A GK M ENT

SQTs are used by bo th  t r a i n i n g  and personne l managemen t  to h e l p  make
• im p o r t a n t  d e c i s i o n s  a f f e c t i n g  the  career  deve lopment  of s o l d ier s .  B oth

~r a 1n ln g  and personnel  manag em ent  need t i m e l y  and a c cu r a t e  I n f o r m a t i o n
about how we l l  i n d i v i d u a l s  are  p e r f o r m i n g ;  t r a i n i n g  management to deter -
m i n e  t r a i n i n g  r e q u ir e m e n t s  of i n d i v i d u a l s , and personnel  m anagement  to
hel p d e t e r m i n e  who to  promote , r e c l a ss i f y ,  or reassi gn.  Although both
t r a i n i n g  and pe r sonne l  management  have a need f o r  t h e  same k i n d  of
i n f o r m a t i o n , t h e i r  i m me d i a t e  r e q u i r e m ent s  are  not i d e n t i c a l .

Training managers base their immediate training requirements on the
spec ific tasks performed in their units. The job relevance of tests for
specific assignments , therefore , is the primary considerati on from this

7 p o i n t  of v i ew and i t  is d e f i n e d  in te rms of the  t a sks  t h a t  soldiers per—
f o r m  in t h e i r  assi g n m e n t s .  The set of t a sks  pe r fo rmed  in an assi gnment
is generally a subset of the  tasks  r e q u i r e d  in a s p e c i a l ty .  The t ask  is

4 a convenient unit for determining training requirements because tasks are
observable , have initiating and terminating cues , and hav e standards of
performance that can be reasonably well specified . Decisions about
proficiency can be made at the task level , and training managers can
identif y the specific tasks on which soldiers need training . If the
test measures performance on the specific tasks for which the training
managers have responsibilit y , then the tests are serving their basic
purpose.  -

• 

• 

Personnel managers arc also concerned with the job performance of
individua l soldiers; but rather than focusing on soldiers ’ specific
assignments , personnel managers need to know how well soldiers can
perform all the tasks in a specialty. For example , performanc e in a
specialty,, such as Infantryman or Wheeled Vehicle Mechanic , cannot
necessarily be inferred from the set of tasks found in a:iv one assign-
ment. Personnel managers , therefore , have a need for information based
on a standard set of tasks for each specialty. All soldiers in a
specialty need te. be evaluated on the same set of tasks to enable fair
decisions about which soldiers to promote , retain , or reclassify . The
need for a standard set of tasks in each specialty Imposes additional
testing requirements for feasibility and acceptability. The test scores
should not be affected by when or where the test is taken , nor by whom
it is administered and scored. The testing conditions , as well as
performance standards , should be standardized .

— 3 - .
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JOB RELF,VANCE

The requirement for Army—wide standardization at the present state of
the art in testing means that initiall y most of the teat content is in
the paper—and—p encil mode rather than hands—on performance tests. Paper
and pencil tests generall y lack the apparent job relevance of hands—on
p e r f o r m a n c e  t e s t s , and t h e r e fore  an a d d i t i o n a l r e q u i r e m e n t  is imposed to
assure  t h a t  the t e s t s  are a c c ep t a b l e  to ex am i n o e s , s u per v i so r s  and com-
manders  as v a l i d  measures  of job p r o f i c i e n cy .

Job re levance  of the t e s t s  is the b a s i c  r e q u i r e m e n t  fo r  bo th  t r a i n i n g
and personne l management , even thoug h the  d e f i n i t i o n  of job r e l e v a n ce
may have somewhat different menningn for  the  two purposes . For t r a i n i n g

• purposes  the focus  is on the subse t  of t a s k s  pe r fo rmed  in  t he  s p e c i f i c
• ~ob a s s i g n m e n t , whereas  for personnel purposes the interest is on tin’

entire set of tasks in the specialty.

The SQTs are designed to serve the requirements o~ training and
personnel management. Because of their somewhat divergent immediate
needs , critical issues arise in how SQTs are developed , scored , and
used. These issues——notab ly the public nature of test content and
personnel quotas as performance standards——are treated in this paper.

-~~~ The next section describes the development of Skill Qualification
Tests and expands on the technical requirements , managerial requirements ,
and practical constraints described in this section. The subsequent
sections describe assumptions in scoring SQT and benefits resulting from
adopting a criterion—referenced approach to SQT deve 1 opment. The
magnitude of these benefits far outweighs the costs of develop ing and
implementing such a large—scale program.

DEVELOPMENT OP S K I L L  QU A L I F I C A T I O N  TESTS

The S k i l l  Q u a l i f i c a t i o n  T e s t i n g  (SQT) program i s  a l ar g e  s c a l e  a t —
• tempt to provide valid and efficient measures of job proficiency. This

section describes the process of develop ing an SQT, which assures that
the tests are fair , feasible and acceptable. Because of the strateg ic
importance of Skill Qualification Tests to both training and personne l
management , hi gh level policy decisions were made about test content ,
validation , and scoring . The general requirements of the program are
that tests must be (a) fair and feasibli and (b) have validity demon-
strated in advance of operationa l use.

FAIRNESS AND FEASIBILITY OF THE TESTS

Fairness means that a l l soldiers have an equa l opportunity to demon-
strate their true leve l of job competence . Test content must  he based
on actual job requirements , and testing conditions must be suffic ient l y
constant throughout the Army so that scores obtained from admini stration s
under varied conditions are not noticeabl y differ ent. Tests g iven in

— 4 -
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Alaska , Panama , and Korea must all be administered under similar cond i-
tions , and , in addition , all persons administering and scoring the tests
must be able to do so accurately and objectivel y. An additiona l require-
ment is that the tests must be acceptable to soldiers and knowledgeable
experts as fair measures of ability to perform critical job tasks. There-
fore , fairness attends to requirements of both training and personnel
management.

Feasibility requires that the tests be suitable for administration in
all types of units; equi pment , terrain , personnel , and all testing
material must be readil y available . Another aspect of feasibility Is
that testing time must be reasonable ) with up to one day allowed for
t e s t i ng  each soldier.

The requirements that Skill Qualification Tests be fair and feasible
put severe limitations on the use of hands—on performance teats . The
history of performance testing is that scoring accuracy and standard !—
zation are difficult to obtain . The resolution of the fairness and
feasibility requirements is to have several kind s of testing . Under
present policy decisions, all Skill Qualification Tests contain a written
component , and some Skill Qualification Tests contain a hands—on component.
Four hours of testing is allowed for the written component , and up to
four hours is allowed for the hands—on portion . A third component ,
called performance certification , can also be included in Skill Qualifi-
cation Tests. It is essentiall y an observational evaluation of actua l
Job performance.

Therefore, an SQT may include up to three distinct types of tests ,
each with its own inherent strengths and weaknesses. A combination of
these tests is the operational answer to the fairness and feasibility
requirement.

Types of Tests. Hands—on performance tests are most desirable .
They are a form of structured observation where a scorer evaluates an
ind ividual on a set of performance measures (observable behaviors) .
Advantages of hands—on testing are obvious: it tests actual performance ,
has high fidelity to the Job , allows for immed iate feedback , and has
high face validity to examinees. However , considerable developmental
effort is required to insure scoring reliability and standardization of
conditions. It also is expensive in terms of equipment , personnel , and
time , i.e., feasibility is often a problem. In order to ensure feasibil-
ity the’re is a natural tendency to truncate tests of tasks by shrinking
the boundaries. Unfortunately, this may be at the expense of the
validity of the test. For these reasons it is extremely difficult , If
not impractical , to initiate a large—scale hands—on testing system for an

• organization as large cs the Army . Therefore, a hands—on component
constitutes a subset o f an SQT .

An alternative form of hands—on testing is performance certification.
The performance certification component covers tasks that are too long
and/or complex to include in the hands—on component , and that do not
lend themselves to testing in o written mode. Performarce certi fication

are to he administered and scored by soldiers ’ superv i sors in the

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~. 
.-
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normal lob setting. Performance certifi cation allows greater flexibility
and avoids some of the feasibility problems encountered in a hands—on
component. The greatest problems in performance certi fication are’ in-
suring reasonable standardization of job testing conditions across
individuals and standardization of scoring by superv i so r s .  Un ti l sound
methods are developed for addressing these problems , performance cert i—
f i c a t i o n  w i l l  r emain  a small portion of an SQl .

The decision to include a written component imposes careful consider-
ation and analysis of what criterion—referenced measurement means in t h i s
context. Since the focus of Skill Qualification Tests is on ability to
perform critica l job tasks , that aspect must be retained. Each w r t t t e n
test of a task is to consist of a set of items , where nach I t e m  Is  de-
signed to measure an essential behavior or step In performing the task.
For tasks that require primarily mental skills , such as those In supp ly
and administration , written tests of tasks are often similar to the
behaviors required on the job , and the  s t a n d a r d s  for ability to per form
the test of the task can be reasonab l y close to those on the job. For
other tasks tha t require psychomotor skil ls , written test items o n ly
simulat e actua l job behaviors , and the s et t i n g  ot r e a l i s t ic  standards
Indicating ability to perform the task is a more arbitrary prot t’ss. To
hel p approximate realistic lob conditions , written Items may have multi—
p ie correct responses and a variable number of alternatives. This added

$ flexibility Increases the difficu lty in developing appropriate methods
for setting standards. The determination of reasonable standards for
written tests of tasks is one of the most difficu l t issues in the’ SQT
program.

Scoring the Tests. Because Army jobs and train ing programs are
structured in terms of critical tasks , the appr~prtat e’ level of scoring
for the: SQT should  a l so  be based on t a sks.  The conc ep t  of “scorab l e’
u n i t ” was invented  to hel p assure cr i t e r i o n — r e f e r en c e d  measurement  of
t a sk  p er fo t~~ance. A scorable  em i t  is designed to measure a b i l i t y  to
p e r f o r m  a s p ec it i c  task , or in the case of comp lex t a sks , a w e l l  d~~fine .’d
subtask .

Each written scorable unit consists of a set of items , where each
item Is designed to measure an essential behavior or step in per f o r m ing
the task . Each i tem is scored pass—fall , and a prescr i bed number of
items must be passed to be CO on the  w r i t t e n  sccir ahle  unit. A CO Is
counted as ability to perform the task. The current resolution to set—
ting standards for written scorable units is to require tha t an a priori
number of Items be passed. For examp le , If a scorahle emnit contains
five items, then four must be passed to obtain a CO.

Hands—on and performance’ certifit~atIon scorable units consist of a
set of performance measures, where each performance measure Is scored
pass—fail , and a prescribed number of performance mens~eres must he passed
to be CO on the scorable unit . A CO on the scorahie unit Is Interp reted
as ability to perform the task. The standards of CO gene ili v are’
comparable to what is required on the job.

i~~ 
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The requirement that all scorable units be acceptable as fair meas-
ures of ability to perform tasks ts app lied to both the hands—on and
written tests. Juries of experts must agree that the w r i t t e n  i t e m s  and
hands—on performance measures reflect ability to perform the tasks. Per-
haps a safer statement would be that failure to pass the items indicate s
that the person is not ab l e’ to perform the task .

The most critical requirement of SQl’s is their job relevance. The
procedures for establishing lob relevance are described In t h ’  fo l  l o w i n g
sect ion.

ESTABLISHINC A CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TEST CONTENT AND JOB TASKS

Test content of all SQTs is a sample of critical tasks from the
domain of job tasks In the specialty. In this way the t e s t s  have’ a
specifiable and exp licit link to the job. For each Army job there
exists a Soldier ’s Manua l that lists the tasks f or which  a soldier in
that specialty is responsible. Therefore, this set of tasks becomes the
operational definition of the job. Tests to measure performance on
specific job tasks listed in the Soldier ’s Manua l are developed f r om
appropriate task analyses , and the tests for each task art’ operational
definitions of performance on the tasks. Performance on the individua l
tasks is summed to obtain a total score , which  in turn serves as the
operationa l definition of job competence. Modern instruc t ional technol-
ogy, with its emphasis on specification of objectives and verficat ion
that those objectives are attained , supports the above process for

- 

- 
establishing the content and focus of SQTs. and thereb y lends added
credibi lity to these procedures.

Though the task is the basic level of analysis , the valid ity of task
proficiency measurement depends on the adequacy of the test of the task.
By means of detailed task analyses , the set of performance measures or
behaviors required for successful performance of the task are Ident ified .
These lists of performance measures are all available in the Soldier ’s
Manual. Each item developed to test for task proficiency must occupy a
clearl y specified relationsh ip to a performance measure required In
task performance. Assuming that the set of items developed for a test
of a task has been selected in accordance with the procedures described
above , one may assume with reasonably high confidence that successful
performance of each tested behavior is a necessary condition for success—
ful performance of the task. How to score the set o~ items in a written
scorable unit to obtain estimates of abili ty to pertorm tasks is a
complex question. Measuremen t error is always a problem that must he
allowed for. Whether being scored CO on a test of a task requires
passing all Items included in the test or something le’ss than perfection
depends on the nature of the task , the fidelity with which the task can
be tested in a written mode , the complexity of the format (e.g.. multi—
pie correct responses), and the number of items within the cluster. Use
of subject matter experts In reaching such a determination is mandatory.

c •  1
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In the case of a hands—on test of a task , measurement error ar is ing
from the use of words is minimized. However , other measurement problems

— arise. One is that a full performance test of a task generally Is not
feasible. It may be too costly in terms of time , equipment , or person—

— nel. Therefore , a t runcated test of the task is of ten  developed by
eliminating some of the performance measures or steps required for the
full performance teat. By truncating the test , though , it is possible
that the tested portion is necessary to successful task performance , but
is not s u f f i c i e n t .

VALIDATING TESTS PRIOR TO ADMINISTRATION

A first question to be resolved was how to define validity. The
starting point was the usual definition of validity, i.e., that the tests
measure what they are intended to measure. In the case of Skill Qualifi-
cation Tests, the intent is to measure ability to perform critical job
tasks. The content of the tests , therefore , becomes the crucial factor
in establishing validity . The content must be thoroughly reviewed by ex—
per ts to en su re that the right behaviors and decisions are assembled In
each acorable unit. The first requirement , then , is consistent agreement
among experts that the content of the test is based on ability to perform
critical job tasks. A second requirement is that the scorable units dis-
criminate between performers  (masters) and nonperformers (non—masters ) .
A third requirement app lies only to written scorable units. All items
in a written scorable unit must be consistent estimators of mastery on
the task covered by the entire scorable unit . Thus, the conceptualizing
of va l id i ty  focuses on consistency: consistency between the content of
the test and the job tasks , consistency among expert reviews , and consis—

: 1 4 tency in iden t i fy ing  mastery.

Skill Qualification Tests are constructed and validated by Army
agencies that  have resident expertise in the job specialties. Generally
these are the Army schools, but they also inc lude other agenc ies , suc h
as the Health Services Command. Since the test content mur t re f lec t  job
tasks , the test developers must have detailed task anal yses available tha t
iden t i fy  the behaviors essential to successful p erformance of the tasks.
Skill Qualification Tests are developed In the following conceptual
sequence:

1. Iden t i fy  tasks for testing ;

2. identify behaviors or steps e~sential for performing each task ;

3. Develop scorable uni t s  to cover essential behaviors of the task ,
and review scorable uni t s  for content va l id i ty ;

4. Try out scorable uni t s  on sold iers to ver i fy  accuracy of
measurement.

Mter each step In the process, the products are submitted to higher
headquarters for review and approval. The content of the acorable units
is fixed after step 3. Scorable ui~ita found to be unsatisfactory through
tryout on soldiers can be revised , but the content cannot be changed .
Test content is fixed through agreement among experts that the contents
of the scorable units are indeed valid measures of ability to perform the
tasks , and the tryout serves only to establish the measurement properties
of the scorable units .
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The tryout with soldiers is different for the hands—on and written
components. For the hands—on tests , the primary concern is to establish
that the performance measures can be scored accurately. Acceptable •1
agreement among the scores is considered to be attained when 80 percent
of all pairs of rater scores are the same for the performance measures
in a scorable unit. If less than 80 percent agreement is obtained , then
the performance measures are revised until an adequate leve l of scoring
consistency is attained .

For written tests the tryout is concerned with establishing the ef—
fectiveness of acorable units in distinguishing between performers and
nonperformers , and with assuring that all elements in a scorable unit
are consistent in estimating ability to perform the task. This tryout
helps assure that all items of a scorable unit contribute to measuring
performance on the task.

A final evaluation of the written scorable units is conducted after
operational administration of the tests. A representative sample of
answer sheets is selected for anal ysis , and the difficulty of items and
scorable units are obtained. Those with high difficulty are examined to
determine if they are faulty. Faulty items and scorable units are
deleted prior to final scoring . When all steps of the review and analy-
sis procedure for the written scorable units are accomp lished , their
validity as fair measures of ability to perform job tasks is considered
to be reasonab ly well established.

ASSUMPTIONS FOR USING SQT SCORES

The assumptions on which SQT8 are scored can be clearl y exp licat ed ,
as can the operations that determine test content , scoring procedures
and s tandards .

In this section , three sets of assumptions made in using SQT scores
are considered.  These are us ing  SQTa to (a )  he lp  de termine  t r a in ing
requirements , (b) help select soldiers in a sing le specialty, and (c)
help select soldiers in merged specialties.

HELP DETER M INE TRAININ G REQUI REMENT S

The assumptions required for using SQTs to help determine t r a in ing  - 
-

requirements  are straigh t forward . They are s imp ly:  ( a )  tasks can be
de f ined——task  elements or behavi ors can be spe c i f i ed , conditions given ,
and s tandards of adequate performance establ ished ; (b) tasks can be
measured va l id ly——performance  on the task is measured by scorable units ,
which contain time or performance measures related to task elements , and

L 

the sum of the elements passed in a scorable unit indicates quality of
performance on the task; (c) task elements are weighted equall y——i tems
or performance measures corresponding to task elements or behaviors are
scored as pass—fail , or as one—zero.
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These three assumptions serve to provide operational definitions of
pe rformance  on the tasks  measured in SQTs. Although task elements do
not have to be weighted equal l y ,  research evidence indicates that differ-
ential weighting generally does not improve the quality of measurement.
A common practice is to give an element greater weight by preparing
severa l items or performance measures for it.

The assumptions needed to hel p determine training requirements per-
tain only to tasks taken one at a time. Since the curren t training
philosophy is to train on discrete tasks, no assumption about the
Interrelationships among the tasks Is required .

HELP SELECT SOLDIERS IN A SINGLE SPECIALTY

The case of using SQT5 to help select soldiers in a single job
specialty requires additional assumptions about the interrelationships
among job tasks and scorable units tha t measure task performance. The
same three assumptions about measuring task performance are required
(tasks can be defined , tasks can be measured valid ly, and task elements
are weighted equally).

In addition , three more assumptions are recuired : (a) scorable units
a re weighted equally——all are scored as GO/NO—GO or as one—zero ; (b )  test
score is the number of scorable un i t s  performed correctly——the total
score is obtained by add ing up the number of scorable units passed , and
(c) the percent of scorable units passed indicates level of job perform-
ance——the percent of scorable units passed corresponds to the proportion
of job tasks a soldier can perform. Given these assumptions , SQl’s define
the criterion of job proficiency, and the percent of scorable units cor—
rect (called percent—correct) Is a direct reflection of job proficiency.
Standards of job proficiency can then be set in terms of percent—correc t
scores.

HELP SELECT SOLDIERS IN MERGED SPECIALTIE S

In the case of mer~ed specialties, an additional assumption is
required about the relationships among the jobs or groups of soldiers.
The first six assumptions made in the case of the single specialty result
in criterion—referenced measurement for each of the jobs being merged .
However , in order to maintain criterion—referenced standards for merged
specialties, the assumption is required th~,t the jobs being merged are
equal——that is, equal levels of proficiency in the ind ividual jobs are
equal to each other in an absolute sense, or stated operationally, all
scorable units from all the relevant SQTs are weighted equally. Thus a
soldier qualified in specialty 45N, for example, is equal to the quali-
fied soldier in 45P, regardless of the percentage of soldiers in each
qualified group. An implication of this assumption that the jobs being
merged are equal is that if one qualified group contained 5 percent of a
first MOS population while a second qualified group contained 50 percent
of a second MOS population , the merged qualified group would contain
proportionally more soldiers from the second group .

— 10 — 
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In the above example , each MOS would be represented in the merged
qualified group in accordance with the number of soldiers from each MOS
who attained qualifying scores. One MOS may be proportionally over—
represented , while the second MOS is minimally represented or possibly
not represented at all. How to use and maintain performance standards
for merging t4OS is a policy decision , and not a techn ical question.
Howevei , the criterion—referenced properties of SQTs permit rational
policy decisions.

An alternative assumption in the case of merged specialties is that
the groups , and not the MOS, are equal——that Is, equal percentile—rank
scores indicate equal levels of job proficiency. The use of percentile—
rank scores, which indicate relative standing in a group , facilitates
proportional representation of each MOS in the merged qualified group.
For exmp le , a policy decision could be made that 40 percent of each MOS

• be considered eligible for promotion. Such a polic y decision might be
made if policy makers were not willing to assume that the jobs were
equal , or tha t the SQl’s were not equally valid cr i t e r ion—refe renced
measures of all the merged MOS, or if the policy makers decided that the
need for proportional representation of the MOS in the qualified group
outweighed the need to maintain performance standards. However, if SQTs
are scored as percentile—rank and qualifications are based on percentile—
rank scores, then the job performance standards would be given little or

- 
I no consideration in determining the qualified group.

BENEFITS FROM USING CRITER ION—REFERENCED SQl’s

The change in focus from norm—referenced Military Occupational Spe—
cialty proficiency tests to criterion—referenced Skill Qualification Tests

I has enabled training and personnel management to obtain more compr ehen—
sive and meaningful information than before. Two major benefits that
have resulted from the adopt ion of the criterion—referenced approach
deal with (a) public nature of test content , and (b) job performance
standards vs. personnel quotas. These benefits are discussed separately
In the following paragraphs.

PUBLIC NATURE OF TEST CONTENT

An effective job proficiency testing program should be part of a
larger syste~ that includes job requ i rements and ind ividua l training
programs. Modern instructional technology emphasizes the systems ap— 

- 

-

proach to training, and a job proficiency testing program is an integral
component of the Army s modern training system.

Job requirements are defined by Soldier ’s Manuals, which list all the
tasks a soldier in an HaS skill level (job) is responsible for performing.
Sold ier’s Manuals are distributed throughout the Army for use by individ-
ual soldiers and for developing training programs, both resident courses
and decentralized training conducted in units. Soldier ’s Manuals are
also used to develop SQTa. No task can be tested tha t is not in the Sol—

i t  dier’s Manual. Once the system becomes fully operational , all components
of the Army can know what each soldier should be able to do , is able to
do , and should be trained to do. There will be no surprise requirements.
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In addition to Soldier ’s Manuals , sold iers are given additional
detailed information about the job tasks on which they will be tested .
This information is contained in the SQT Notice , which lists the specific
ta sks included in an SQl’, ho w the ta sk s will be tested (written or hands—
on), standards , and a descr ipt ion of the actual  test content. Soldiers
are given advance notice of what they will be required to know and do.
All soldiers in an MOS are given equal information about what they will
be tested on, potentiall y allowing them equal opportunity to prepare for
the test. Test content , at least in general terms , is public knowledge.

The public nature of test content reduces the need for representa—
tive sampling of tasks. One reason representative sampling of tasks Is
important in the typical testing program is to give all examinees an
equal opportunity to demonstrate their competence. With the SQT Notice ,
test conten t can be focused in special areas, such as areas that have
high training needs or that are related to new equipment in the field.

The public nature of SQl’ content also helps establish an integrated
training and testing program based on critical job requirements. By

— selecting test content that focuses on critical job requirements, training
efforts will tend to be directed toward these same requirements. Thus,
an integrated training and testing system is being developed based on
Job requirements.

As long as individuals are tested on the specific requirements of
their jobs, there is ~o advantage to keeping the test content secret.
In fact , if the test is directly related to performance on the job, then
the proficient ind ividual should already know the test content without
the benefit of the information contained In a test notice.

Minimizing Effects of Job Assignments on Test Scores. A problem
that arises in the typical testing program , where test content is kept
secret , is that some individuals have special advantages over others.
One possible advantage is that because of favorable job assignments, job
tasks and test content are very closely related for some individuals.
In the past soldiers who were working outside of their MOS were at a
distinc t disadvantage on the test content based on MOS—specif Ic job
tasks. The effects of bad assignments are minimized in the SQT program
because all MOS soldiers are told specifically what content will be
included in the test. The prior knowledge about test content tends to
equalize opportunities.

In the past some soldiers have had advantages because they were more • 
-

familiar with the voluminous references given for MOS tests. Some
soldiers did not have the references available to them, and some even if
they did, had difficulty in identifying the critical information within
the mass of paper and words. In the Soldier’s Manual and SQl’ Notices
the critical Information is distilled and made available to all MOS
soldiers. Thus, soldiers with high verbal fluency or with access to
specialized information no longer retain such a distinct advantage.
Since the critical Information is made available to all soldiers in a
form readily understood , the opportunities to acquire competence are
equally available to all soldiers.
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Minimizing Fears About Taking Tests. Some individuals seem to have a
knack for doing well on tests, while others seem to freeze when confronted
with a testing situation. Test wiseness is frequently cited as an expla-
nation of why some do better than expected , and test anxiety is ascribed
as a reason why some do more poorly than expected. Both of these factors
——test wiseness and test anxiety—are undesirable Influences because they
distort the meaning of test scores. In the SQT program where everyone
has an opportunity to practice for the test , the effects of test wiseness
and test anxiety are minimized, and the scores are more likely to reflect
true levels of competence.

A factor related to test viseness and test anxiety is the threat that
many soldiers experience when taking tests. The threat may be viewed as
having both objective and subjective components. A major source of
objective threat arises from the fact that SQl’s are used to help make
personnel decisions that affect careers. Soldiers who do poorly on SQl’s
are likely to be penalized , while those who do well are rewarded. The
test then , understandably, poses a threat to many soldiers, especially

-
• those who are marginal performers or who are not familiar with testing ,

or who have had negatively conditioning experiences in school situations.
Subjective coa~ponents of threat may arise from a variety of circumstances ,
such as personal characteristics, prior experience with tests, or from a
fear of being evaluated. The fear of being evaluated may arise because
the rules or basis for the evaluation are not explicit. If soldiers have
foreknowledge about the tasks they will be evaluated on, and the means by
which the evaluation will be conducted , then the subjective threat may
often be reduced. Prior knowledge about test content may equalize oppor-
tunities for soldiers to demonstrate their true level of job competence
by reducing distortion of test scores arising from subjective threat.

The public nature also has the general effect of increasing the
validity of the tests. By giving all MOS soldiers more of an equal

— opportunity to prepare for the test , the test scores are more likely to
reflect true levels of competence.

JOB PERFORMANCE STANDARDS VS. PERSONNEL QUOTAS

A criterion—referenced job proficiency test consisting of task—based

- 

- tests can be scored in terms of percent of tests correct , whic h is a
direc t indicator of the percentage of jo~ tasks a soldier can perform,
and ther efore , is a direct measure of level of job competence. The
percent of task—based tests correc t can be interpreted because standards
are specified. The distribution of scores is not a relevant considera-
tion in interpreting the meaning of the scores.1

1Norm-referencud proficiency tests. in which items have no meaning in terms of Job-related activities, have meaning only in
terms of percentile-rank scores. The percentage of items correct does not convey information because the population of
Items has not been defined precisely. Since such test scores have no external referent, the scores can be interpreted only
in relation to the group taki ng that particular set of items. The tendency, based on traditional psychometric theory. is
to select Items on th. basis of their difficulty end correlation with total test score. If items do not have the desired
statistical properties, thsy are deleted or revised until they exhibit the proper difficulties and correlations with total score.
Resulting changes in test content, and therefore, the correspondence between test end fob content, are not systematically
taken into account.

I,
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For each task in an SQT two categories of performance are estab-
lished——qualified and not qualified. Therefore, SQTs provide CO/NO—GO
decisions on task performance. Soldiers either meet these standards or
they do not. The total SQl’ score is the sum of all scorable units
passed , which provivtes continuous scores ranging from all  scorable u n i t s
correct to none , or 100 percent correct to 0 percent currect.

Current Army policy is that the SQl’ total score scale is divided into
three categories. The higher passing score , called the Qualification
Score, determines eligibility for award of the next higher skill level,
and therefore eligibility for promotion . Only persons with the appro-
priate skill level are eligible for promotion . The Qualification Score
is set at 80 percent of the scorable units correct. The lower passing
score, called the Verification Score, determines eligibility to retain
the current skill level ; the Verification Score is set at. 60 percent of
the scorable units correct. Soldiers with SQl’ scores below 60 percent
correct may be reclassified to another MOS.

Rank Ordering and Performance Categories. If SQl’ scores are also
used to rank order soldiers. then in most cases the criterion—referenced
power of the tests will be reduced or lost entirely. The following cases
illustrate this point; the number of eligibles is a) equal to , b) less
than , and c) greater than the quotas.

a) If the quotas and number of eligible soldiers are the same, then
the decisions of whether to promote , based on the hurdle , and when to
promote , based on rank order , have the same boundaries and there is no
conflict between quotas and standards.

b) If the number of eligibles is less than the quota and the stand-
ards are waived until the quotas are met , then the rank ordering would be
used to dec ide both whether and when to promote . Waiving standards could
be equivalent to rank ordering. If the standards are waived one unit at
a time until the quotas are satisfied , then the effect is to rank order
with no regard to prerequisites. The waiving could be done in larger
units , say from 80 correct to 60 correc t, and then making the decision of
when to promote on the basis of other factors. How the waiving is accom-
plished and how the tradeoff between standards and quotas is achieved ,
are policy decisions. Waiving standards forces an explicit decision
about the tradeoff , whereas the pure rank ordering approach ignores any
consideration of standards. On the other hand , if standards are not
waived , then the rank ordering would be used only to decide when to
promote. In this case the quotas would be waived in favor of increased
quality.

c) If the number of eligibles is greater than the quota , then
depending on how the pooi of eligibles becomes replenished , the prerequi-
site standards may have varied meaning . If the pool of eligibles is
always larger than the quota, then some soldiers near the cutting score
may not be reached and consequently not promoted. If the pooi is
exhausted before new soldiers are added , then these soldiers are assured
eventual promotion , and new soldiers who become eligible are placed into
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a hold category until the original pool is exhausted . If the new eli-
gible soldiers are immediately added to the pool , then there is no
assurance that the remaining eligible soldiers from the original pool
will be promoted even though they surpassed the prerequisite standards.

The main point about hurdles vs. rank ordering is that the criterion—
refe r enced standa rds ma y be lost to the rank order unless explicit
decisions are made to retain the standards.  Rank ordering lends i t se l f
so easily to satisf yi ng quotas  tha t performance standards may be readi ly
bypassed. The a b i l i t y  to obtain  object ive standards of job performance
has profound impact on how personnel decisions can be made . Personnel
managers have a choice between using a pr ior i  derived standards ,
independen t of the population taking the test , and using quotas de r ived
independent of the content of the test. The t rad i t iona l  so lu t ion  to
personnel decisions is to establish quotas , and then to select individ-
uals until the quotas are satisfied.

Acco rd ing  to the criterion—referenced test model , levels of perform-
ance within a proficiency category are not discriminated because the
c r i t e r i on  levels are the only points of inter”st. Continuous scores are
ava i lab le , ho wever , and they can be used for ras~k ordering soldiers.
Because SQl’s can be scored ei ther  in terms of performance categories or
as continuous scores, explicit decisions can be made about which
methods or combination of methods to use , and how the scores will be
used in personnel decisions.

As a minimum , SQl’s are used to set prerequisites for promotion. As
described above, the prerequisite score is waived to meet quotas if such
a policy decision is made . An immedi a te question is whether SQT scores
should be used to rank order the pool of soldiers eligible for promotion .
To overs impl i fy  the question:  SQl’s are now used to determine whether to
promote. The question of when to promote can also be answered on the
basis of SQl’ scores, or can be based on other factors. (Other factors
besides SQT scores do affect promotability, but the oversimplified
version puts the issue in stark relief.) A discussion of how SQT scores
can be combined with other factors Is presented later in this section.

An unfortunate consequence of using quotas is that performance Stan-
dards, which may be used in delineating a quota limit for one particular
point in time , may not be entirely relevant when applied in another
situation. If , for example , the top 50 percent in a job is eligible for
promotion , the job performance of the eligible group will vary as the
soldiers change over the years, or as the effectiveness of the training
programs change, or as the relationship between test content and job I -

requirements change over time.

• Quality vs. Quantity in Personnel Decisions. A major breakthrough
resulting from critcrion—referenced SQl’s is the availability of objective
Information about job competence that can be included in making personnel
decisions. Level of job performance measured by these tests provides an
absolute indication of proficiency that remains relatively constant as
long as jobs remain defined by existing Sold ier s Manuals. Performance
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standards for personnel decisions can be specified in terms of the
percentage of job tasks soldiers can perform. These standards are exter-
nal to the test , and therefore more powerful statements can be made
about the groups that are eligible to be selected In or out .

Quotas for personnel actions , such as promotion or attendance at a
school , are likel y to remain a driving force for personnel management in
the foreseeable future. Rarely, if ever , will the number of soldiers
eligible for a personnel action , based on performance standards , be the
sane as the required quota. Some adjustment to the quotas or performance
standard s, or both , generally will be required. If quotas are given top
priority, then standards are waived ; conversely, if performance is given
top priority, then quotas are waived . If both quotas and performance
are waived , say within some pre—established bounds , then a tradeoff
between quality and quantity can be established.

Decision rules about quality vs. quantity can be explicitl y stated .
If performance standards are waived , there is a cost in terms of lowered
individua l performance (quality) in order to obtain sufficient numbers
(quantity). If quotas are waived , there is a gain in ind ividual perform-
ance (quality), but insufficient numbers (quantity) are obtained. By
assigning values to units of performance and s1

~ortfalIs , the tradeoff
between quantity and quality can be calculated. Again , the tests do not
dictate pol’~cy about quantity or quality, but they support decision rules
and permit operations not possible without them.

Weighting Factors in Personnel Decisions. The situa t ion becomes more
complex when one does not base personnel decisions exclusively on test
scores, but rather uses test scores as one factor in a composite score.
Army personnel actions generally have been based on a composite score ,
which is characterized as the whole—man concept. The composites may be
governed by explicit rules to provide objective indices , or the variables
may be combined in a subjective manner by the decisionmakers. An example
of explicit rules governing the combination of factors is Enlisted
Evaluation Scores based on a weighting of MOS test scores and Enlisted
Evaluation Report- scores; another example is the determination of
whether a soldier meets the prerequisites for a particular job training
course , in which aptitude area scores , physical profile , and perhaps
prior training may be considered. An example of subjective combination
of factors is the process followed by a typical selection board that
interviews soldiers , ~xamines their records, and then arrives at a
collective decision.

Criterion—referenced standards require the use of explicit rules for
setting the minimum levels of qualification. If the process of combining
scores for the qualified group is objective , exp.icit weights are
assigned to each variable , and the contribution of each variable to the
component score can be specified.
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The assigned weights  and the ac t ual weig h ts  may or may not be the
same. The actual weight of a factor is determined largely by the
variability or range of scores for that  f ac tor .  If the range is small ,
the effect is to add a virtual constant value to each individual’s
score , regardless of assigned weight , and the small differences can have
only a small effect on the final rank ordering of the soldiers. If the

• combining is based on subjective judgment , then the weighting of the
variables c5nnot be explicated . In either case, an important considera—
tion is how the minimum qualifications are treated in determining eligi-
bility for a personnel action. If the standards do serve to categorize
soldiers into qualified and non—qualified groups and the qualified group
is then given the favorable treatment while the non—qualified group is
excluded from consideration , then the criterion—teferenced standards are
operative. If , however , the minimum standards can be waived , then the
subjective process may easily ignore the standards , and the net effect
may be to lose the power that inheres in criterion—referenced standards.

The process of combining scores may also be based on successive
hurdles. The use of successive hurdles for combining scores virtually
assures that standards will be maintained. Establishment of the minimum
levels of qualifications requires explicit decisions , and any waiving
then must also be explicit. An example of multiple hurdles is the

- 
• determination of eligibility for entrance in a job training course. A

minimum aptitude area score is set , usually at 90, and other minimum
prerequisites may also be included in the decision , such as physical
profiles, prior military job training , and high school courses completed .
Not all eligible persons enter a course , but unqualified persons are
excluded unless a specific waiver is applied. The use of hurdles is
compatible with criterion—referenced standards.

SQl’s, because of their criterion—referenced properties , permit basing
personnel decisions on objective performance standards. As has been men—

• tloned , technIcal feasibility does not necessarily dictate policy, and
therefore personnel decisions need not necessarily be based on perform-
ance standards. However , since the possibility exists , rational evalu-
ation of the costs and benefits in changing to new personnel policies can
now be accompli8hed by decisionmakers.

CONCLUSIONS - 

-

Two themes have pervaded the discussion of criterion—referenced Skill
Qualification Tests: 1) test content is based on systematic analysis of
job requirements; 2) SQl’s provide new opportunities for training managers ,
personnel managers , and research personnel to reassess and redefine their
functions.

SQl’s provide new information about levels of job performance not
previously available from traditional proficiency and achievement tests.
However , the power inherent in this information would be lost unless
explicit use is made of the criterion—referenced performance data
available from SQT scores.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  - _ _  
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For training managers and job supervisors , feedback from SQTs can be
used to structure individualized training programs based on critical job
tasks. Instead of basing training requirement s on globa l evaluations of
performance , training programs can be based on specific job tasks that
are c r i t i c a l  to both u n i t  m i s s i o n  and i n d i v i d u a l  job r e q u ir e m e n t s .

Personnel managers have responsibilities for defining job specialties
and for matching individuals and jobs .  Under  t r a d i t i o n a l  procedures ,
jobs have tended to be defined in general terms of functions , skills ,
and knowledges. Similarl y, individual q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  have a lso  been
assessed in global terms , such as total MOS proficiency score , training
courses completed , or t ime  in grade . With  the technology underl ying the
SQl’ program , and all of modern instructiona l technology, both job
requirements and individual qualifications can be stated more precisel y
——critical job tasks define job requirements , and performance ci these
critical tasks defines levels of proficiency.

Finall y, research personne l may have to reconceptualize their
function. Traditionall y, test psychologists have focused their efforts
on develop ing statistical techni ques for improving the accuracy of test
scores. However , ‘in criterion—referenced testing , establishing the
content of a test is prerequisite to , and therefore , perhaps even more
important than improving the accuracy of test scores. The interpretation
of test scores in criterion—referenced testing is always dependent on
being able to provide an explicit linkage between test content and test
scores. Research efforts are required that explore and define the
relationshi p between test content and test scores. For examp le , there is
a need for research on development of score scales desi gned to reflect
realistic standards of performance .

Because of the need to establish an operational testing program to
meet a tight schedule , some decisions were made that appear reasonable
but are not supported by an existing test theory. One examp le of such a
decision is how to match scores from d i f f e ren t  t es t s .  SQTs are assumed
to be of equal difficulty and relevance to all job incumbents , which is a
most reasonable assumption given the current state of the art. New
theoretical developments are required to develop score scales that can
equate scores of soldiers tested on different tasks. A promising
approach is available in latent trait theory, which addresses many of the
problems faced in developing SQTs. The app licability of latent trait
theory , however , has not yet been sufficient l~ demonstrated in any
large -scale testing program , especially one confronted with the limited
resources available to test development act ivities.

_  - • 
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